
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



1918. ] DIGEST OF RECENT VIRGINIA DECISIONS. 907 

scription or other matter constituting a defense in order that a com- 
plete determination of the controversy may be made. 

Sims, J., dissenting. 

[Ed. Note.— For other cases, see 12 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 822.] 

Appeal from Corporation Court of Radford. 

Suit by S. T. Dickens and others against the Radford-Willis 
Southern Railway Company. From a decree dismissing the bill 
on demurrer, plaintiffs appeal. Affirmed. 

Harless & Colhoun, of Christiansburg, and H. C. Tyler, of 
East Radford, for appellants. 

Jordan & Roop, of East Radford, and W . W. Goldsmith, of 
Radford, tor appellee. 

GARRETT v. SMEAD. 
Sept. 13, 1917. 
[93 S. E. 628.] 
Appeal and Error (§ 781 (7)*) — Dismissal — Moot Question. — An 
appeal by the owner and lessor of a building used by a steam laun- 
dry from decree enjoining him and the laundry from maintaining 
a nuisance, in using the laundry so as to cause smoke, ashes, noxious 
gases, etc., to be emitted, will be dismissed, where there has been 
an absolute compliance with the decree thus terminating the matter 
in controversy. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see 1 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 532.] 

Appeal from Circuit Court, Roanoke County. 

Suit by L. M. Smead against J. P. Garrett and another. From 
a decree for plaintiff, the named defendant appeals. Appeal dis- 
missed. 

Caldwell & Chaney, of Roanoke, and /. D. Logan, of Salem, 
for appellant. 
R. T. Hubbard, and T. L. Keister, both of Salem, for appellee. 



WOHLFORD v. WOHLFORD. 
Sept. 20, 1917. 
[93 S. E. 629.] 
1. Gifts (§ 25*)— Parol Gift of Land — Statute. — Since enactment of 
Code 1904, § 2413, providing that no right to a conveyance of an es- 
tate of inheritance or freehold or for a term of more than five years 
in lands shall accrue to the donee or those claiming under him under 

*For other cases see same topic and KEY-NUMBER in all Key- 
Numbered Digests and Indexes. 
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a gift or promise of gift not in writing, although followed by posses- 
sion and improvement of land, a parol gift or promise of gift of land, 
to be consummated by deed, if followed by donee's improvements 
on the land, is unenforceable. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see 12 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 564.] 

2. Wills (§ 58 (1)*)— Oral Contract to Devise— Validity— Statute. 
— Under Code 1904, § 2413, a contract for a gift, to be perfected by 
will, even if followed by improvements on the land by the donee, is un- 
enforceable. 

[Ed. Note.— For other cases, sec 5 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 586.] 

3. Wills (§ 59*) — Oral Contract to Devise— Consideration. — Under 
Code 1904, § 2413, an oral promise to devise a farm, upon the donee 
leaving his own farm and improving that of the donor, was not based 
upon a valuable consideration. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see 5 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 586-1 

4. Wills (§ 82*) — Validity— Unjust Disposition.— The fact that tes- 
tator disinherited his son, formerly his favorite, on account of rumors 
as to son's attitude towards him, held not to render the will invalid, 
where neither mental incompetency nor undue influence were shown, 
but merely that the father was of unyielding temper and unforgiv- 
ing disposition. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 746.] 

5. Deeds (§ 68 (1)*)— Validity— Unjust Disposition.— The fact that 
by deed a father deprived his son, formerly his favorite, of all prop- 
erty, did not invalidate the deed, where neither mental incompetency 
nor undue influence were shown, but merely that the father was of 
unyielding temper and unforgiving disposition. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see 4 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 375.] 

Appeal from Circuit Court, Wythe County. 
Suit by Frank B. Wohlford against George C. Wohlford. Bill 
dismissed, and plaintiff appeals. Affirmed. 

B. Lee Trinkle and IV. B. Kegley, both of Wytheville, for 
appellant. 

W . S. Poage and S. B. Campbell, both of Wytheville. for 
appellee. 



BLAIR v. BROADWATER. 

Sept. 20, 1917. 

[93 S. W. 632.] 

1. Parent and Child (§ 13 (1)*)— Liability for Tort of Child— Dan- 
gerous Instrumentality. — An automobile is not such a dangerous nia- 

*For other cases see same topic and KEY-NUMBER in all Key- 
Numbered Digests and Indexes. 



